DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 108 721 JC 750 392
-~ ! \ N .

AUTHOR . Spangler, Craig
TITLE . . Student Ethnic Reporting--The "Other" Category: Fall

: 1974, :
INSTITUTION Cuyahoga Community Coll., Cleveland, Ohio.
PUB DATE Jun 75 ‘ ’
NOTE 10p.
EDRS PRICE MF~$0.76 HC~-$1.58 PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS *Ethnic Distribution; *Ethnic Groups; *Junior

Colleges; *Junior Colllege Students; *School Surveys;
Self Concept
IDENTIFIERS *Cuyahoga Community College

ABSTRACT : R
Cuyahoga Community College collects student ethnic
information as part of its regular Fall Quarter registration process
by distributing a computer card to in-person.registrants. The student
is asked to indfcate his or her ethnic group from ameng those groups
listed on the card {American Indian, Black, Caucasian,> )
Cuban-American, Puerto Rican, Mexican~American, Oriental-American,
Other Spanish~Surnamed American, or Other). Each fall, a number of
‘students report themselves in the "Other" category. In completing the
card, the student is asked to specify the other ethnic group-in which
membership is claimed. Occasionally a student will make two responses
to the ethnic question, indicating membership in one of ‘the listed
2thnic groups and also in the "Other" category. As a by-product of
the fall 1974 registration process, 337 student ethnic cards with
single and double responses to the "Other" category were forwarded to
the Office of Institutional Reseagchaand Evaluation; of these, 294
(83.7 percent) were single responses and 43 (12,8 percent) were
double responses. Analyses reveal that only 13.6 percent of those
students responding to the "Other" Qategory truly belong in that
category. From 1972 to 1974, the number of single responses has
increased, while the number of doubleg responses has sharply declined.
Tables of pertinent data are included. (Author/DC)
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STUDENT ETHNIC REPORTTNG
THE ''OTHER'' CATEGORY
FALL 1974

Introduction

v ~

Cuyahoga Community College collects student ethnic information as
part of its regular Fall Quarter registration process by distributing a
computer card to in-person registrants. The student is asked to indi-
cate his or her ethnic, group from among those groups listed on the card.
Each term, a number of students report themselves in the '"Other!' category.
The "Other! category is intended for use by a student who wishies to ,
respond but who does not fall within one of the listed ethnic categories.=*
The results are reported in Institutional Research Report 1 (IR1), a

‘computer-generated summary of student characteristics.

In completing a student ethnic card, the student js requested to
specify the other ethnic group in which membersihip is claimed. Occasion-
ally a student will mzke two responses. to the ethnic question indicating
membership in one of the listed ethnic groups and in the 'Other' category.
Inasmuch as only the first response is tallied in the IR] report, the
responses to the '"Other' category are not tallied for the IR1 when two
responses have been made to the ethnic question.

As a by-product of the Fall 197k registration process, 337 ‘student

. ethnic cards with single and double responses to the ''Other'' category

were forwarded to the Office of Institutionai Research and Evaluation.

* Cards with single rcsponscs’accountEd for 294, or 83.7 percent, of all

the returned student ethnic cards. Cards with double responses
numbered 43 or 12.8 percent of the total returned cards. Table 1 indi-
cates the distribution of these responses by campus. '

Ideally, the number of cards with a single response to the ethnic
question ought to cqual the number of studepts reported as "Other' in
the IRl report. In comparing the single responses (N=294) with the
Fall 1974 IR1 "'Other' category (N-308) a difference of 1h responses was
noted. The source of this discrepancy cannot be determined although
loss or damage in processing or machine error are likely sources of the
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Results

An analysis by campus of both single and double responses reveals
that only a small percentage of those students who responded to the '
"Other" category truly belong in that g¢ategory. MNone of the Youble -
responses fell into the true ''Other' category. Tables 2, 3 and i show
the brecskdown and tabulations of responses by campus.

“American Indian, Black, Caucdsian, Cuban-American, Mexican~-American,
Oriental~American, Puerto Rican, and Other Spanish-Surnamed-American
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Y, Table 5 summarlzes Tebles 2, 3 and Q. It shows that only 13.6 per-
cent of the students who report. themselves as !'Other'' can reasonably be
considered as belonging in that category. In practical terms, this
means, on the basis of the 294 single responses examined, that 254 per-
sons were improperly categorized as "Other' for purposes of IRl reporting.
If these 254 students had properly identified themselves they would have
been allocated among other reporting catedories, e.g. 'American Indian."

Table 6 shows the relative changes in frequency and percentage of
the types of--responses by campus from Fall 1972 to Fall 1974,  The
number of single responses has increased from 1972 to 197k while the
number of double responscs has sharply declined.

\ ¢ 1 3-
Conclusions

The limited number of double responses to the student ethnic ques-
tion do not appear to represent a problem in student ethnic reporting.
Since the number and percentage of double responses are absolutely
declining, the procedure of tallying only the first response 'in the IR1
report is not a significant source of error in that report.
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Most important for reporting purposes is the finding that 254, or
86.4 percent, of the single responses to the '"Other' question could
properly be assigned to -different ethnic categories. These 254 responses
represent 1.1 percent of the total Fall 197h district enrollment of
22,416 and 82.5 percent of the Fall 1974 district '"Other" total. of 308
reported in the Fall 1974 IR1 report. . o :
N\




.TABLE 1°

CAMPUS DISTRIBUTION OF SINGLE AND DOUBLE RESPONSES
TO THE STUDENT ETHNIC QUESTION - FALL 1974

Single Responses | Double Responses | Total Both Types
Campus No. % No. % No. % ‘
Metropoli tan 130 9l,2 8 5.8 138 1¢0.0
"Western 115 79.3 | 30 20.7 145 100.0
Eastern kg 90.7 5 9.3 5k 100.0 |
1 A1l Campuses 294 83.7 k3 - 12.8 337 100.0
i -
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TABLE 2

TABULATION OF RESPOMSES TO "OTHER'' O STUDENT ETHNIC CARD
' FALL 1974 - METROPOLITAN CAMPUS

Responses Single Double Response® Total Both
to "Other" Response Caucasian - Black Responses
Question No. % Ho. P4 No. pA Ho. %
Caucasian |. 50 38.5 5 62.5 - - 55 39.9

True "Other'':

Middle ; .
Eastern® 1 8.5 - - = - 11 8.0

Latin

American 6 | 4.6. - |- - - 6 4.3
Moorish _ |-~ 7 -t -

American L 3.1 - - - - 4 2.9
Persian 2 1.5 - - - - 2 1.4
West Indian 2 1.5 - - - - 2 1.4
Philippino ] 0.8 - - - - ] 0.7
Burmese ] 0.8 - - - - 1 0.7
Thal 1 0.8 - - - ~ 1 0.7

indian '
(India) 1 0.8 - - - - 1 0.7

% o

__subtotal | 29 | 22.3 | - -] - - 29 | 21.0.

EEO Minority:®

Black 8 6.2 - - - - 8. 5.8
Spanish 2 1.5 - - - - 2 1.4
Oriental - 3°0 2.3 - - - - - 3 2.2
. Subtotal’}. 13 10.0 - - - - I - 13 9.h
Indeterminate . . .
gesponsesC> 27 | 20.8 - - 2° |25.0 29 | 21.0
Blank 1 8.5 - - 1 12.5 12 8.7
Totals® 130 | 100.0 5 62.5 3 37.5 138 [100.0

®lncludes those students whd marked "Other' and an additional
response.

ﬂE.g. "Arab," "Lebanon,'' ''lsrael', etc.

ko minority groups printed on ethnic card.

G2Rcsponscs that cannot be placed in ethnic categories.

Eolumn percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. \




TABLE 3 .

TASULATION OF RESPONSES TO 'OTHER" ON ‘STUDENT ETHNIC CARD
' FALL 1974 - WESTERN CAMPUS

Responses Single ~ Double Response(® Total Both
to "Other" Response + Caucasian Black Responses
Question No. 4’ No. Z No. % No. ~ %
Caucas'ian 79 68.7 2 73.3 - - 1ol 69.7

True "'Other'':

Middle

Eastern 1 - 0.9 - - _— - 1 0.7
Latin,

American 1 0.9 - - - v - 1 0.7
West Indian | 0.9 - - - - . ] c.7
ngistani 1 0.9 - - - - 1 0.7
Indian . )

(India) ] 0.9 - - - o - 1 | 0.7.

Subtotal 5 §3 | - - - - 5 -| 3.4

EEO Minority:®

Oriental 1 | o.9 - - N ! 0.7
Suétctal .;1 0.9 - - - :; ' ‘I 0.7

Indeterminate | | .

Responses® 24 20.9 3 10.0 - - 1 27 18.6

Blank 6| 5.2 5 16.7 - - j 1 7.6

Totals@ 115 loo.b | 30 | 100.0 - ' - 1'145 ioo.o

“Cﬁncludes ‘those studeits who marked ''0t her“ and-an addttlonal** B

response.

8550 minority group printed on ethnic card.

~

Responses that cannot be placed in ethnic caté\orles
olumn percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.
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TABLE 4
2 TABULATION OF RESPONSES TO ''OTHER' ON STUDENT ETHN:iC CARD
j‘\ FALL 1974 - EASTERN CAMPUS
) : Douhle Response® )
| Response Single Rather Not | Total Both 8
to "'Other'" | Response Caucasian Black Réspond Responses
Question No. % | No. |~ % | Ho. % | Ho. % ~j No. "%
' ™.

Caucasian | 27 | 55.1| 3 | 60.0| - - - - 30| 55.6

True "Other'':

Middle : ‘ ‘

- | Eastern® | 8.2 °- - - E - - b1 7.4
Latin. :
American 1 2.0/~ ) - - - - - - 1 1.9
Nigérian 1| 2.0 - - -1 - - - 1| 1.9
'D ) .:
Subtotal.] 6 | 13.3| - - 1 - - - - 6] 1.1
EEO Minority:® R
Black | 7| 1h.3| - - - - - | - 71 13.0
Spanish ] 2.0 - - - - - - 1]-1.9
Indian | ‘1 2.0 | - - |- - - - ] 1.9
" Subtotal | 9 | 184 | - | - | - - - - 9 | 16.7
Indeterminate, i . - i
Responses®| 2 L} - - -l - - - 2 3.7
Blank 51102} - - 14200 1} 20.0 7] 13.0
Totals® 49 {100.0 | 3 |60.0 1 | 20.0 1 | 20.0 | s4 |100.0
ﬁ%ncludes those students who marked '"Other" and an additional 7
response.
E.g. "Asab," "lIsrael,' etc.

1®EE0 minority groups printed on cthnic card.
UResponses that can not be placed in ethnic categorles
Column percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.




TABLE 5

SUMMARY OF SINGLE RESPONSES TO ''OTHER'" QUESTION
STUDENT ETHNIC CARD BY CAHPQS - FALL 1974k

¥ Response Category
EEO Indeterminate] True
Campus Caucasian | Minority and Blank "Other"

No. % No. % No. | % No. %

Metro- . ' ]
| politan ’ 50 38.5 13 10.0 38 29.2 | 29 22.
Western 79 | 68.7 ] 0.9 30| 26.1 5 b,
Castern 27 1551 9 | 18,4 71 14,3 6 |13,

All Campuses| 156 | 653.1.{ 23 7.8

~3
vl

25.5 | 4o |13.
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TABLE 6 *
COMPARISON OF FALL 1972 AND FALL 1974
RS Responses
Campus Year Single Double Both
Ho. 7, No. % No. %
, Metro- . *
polita}n 1972 198 63.7 113 36.3 311 100.0"
19751 130 gk.2 | .8 | 5.8 138 100.0
1 Mestern ‘;1972 92 7.7 101 52.3 193 100.0
1974 115 79.3 30 20.7 145 100.0
Eastern ']972 - - - - - -
1974 hg 90.7 5 ~—. 9.3 ch - 100.0
i ' :
JATE , ; ‘
Campuses 1972% 290 57.5 214 h25 504 100.0
19741 294 8};2 43 12.8 | “337 | 100.0
%Excludes Eastern Campus }
. . UNIVERSITY OF CALIF.

103 ARNGELES -
ﬁ'egG 5 1915

CLEARINGHOUSE FOR
JUNIOR COLLEGE
INFORMATION!




